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THE COMPBTROL.LER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

D.C. 20548

52954

FILE: pATE: SEP 1 71975 q75_/7_

B-182876
MATTER OF:
Thomas Wooten - travel expenses

DIGEST:
Employee traveled at own expense from home in Houston,
Texas, to Wisconsin for interview and, ac close of
interview, was sworn in and told to report 2 weeks
later to Dallas, Texas, for training prior to entrance
on duty in Wiseconsin, Employee returned to Houston
and attended the orientation training en route to
Wisconsin, le is not entitled to constructive round-
trip travel between Wisconsin and Dallas, although
he had taken ocath, since he had not entered on duty
prior to training and expense of travel for interview
purposes and of reporting to first duty station are to
be borne by employee,

An authorized certifying officer of the United States
Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, requested an advance
decision as to whether the reclaim voucher submitted by Mr., Thouas
Weooten, a Bureau employee, may be certified for payment. The
$157.07 amount which is the subject of that voucher represents
the constructive costs, including transportation and per dien,
of round-trip travel between Oxford, Wisconsin, and Dallas, Texas,
under the circumstances stated below.

Mr, Wooten traveled at his own expense from his home in Houston,
Texas, to be interviewed by the Bureau of Prisons in Oxford,
Wisconsin, Having been successfully interviewed on January 23,
1974, the day following his travel, Mr. Wooten was adnministered the
oath of office and was told to report to the Dallas Staff Training
Center on February 4, 1974, for 2 weeks of orientation training
prior to reporting to his place of permanent assignment in Oxford,
Wisconsin. The employee returned to liouston, traveled to Dallas
and, after his orientation training traveled to Oxford. He claimed
reimbursement for the expense of round-trip travel between Oxford
and Dallas. The Bureau disallowed the claim but paid him the
additional cost incurred by him incident to travel from Houston
to Oxford via Dallas to recaive orientation training., Mr. Wooten
reclained the disallowed amount.
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While recognizing the general rule that a prospective employee
nust bear the expense of travel for the purpose of a preemployment
interview and the wvell-established principie that a newly appointed
enployee is required to bear the expense of reporting to his first
official duty etation, Mr., Wooten fzels, nonctheless, that under
the particular circumstances of his interview and appointment the
travel expenses claiwed are properly payable by tha Government,

He relies largely on the fact that he was adniuistered the oath of
office on the same day that he was intervicwed., In addition he
clains to have established residence in VWestfield, Wisconsin, prior
to his departure for ilouston in the early afternoon of January 24,
1274, the day following his interview, '

As expressed in his letter of March 21, 1974, the basis fox
Mr, Wooten's claim is as follows:

"I feel that I should be reirburscd {ov my travel
from Oxniord, Wisconsin to Dalias, Texass ard back as
every other employee thai went to the training center
in Dallas, Texas wes. On January 23, 1974 1 wvas sworn
in at the Federal Correctional Institution Cxford,
Wisconsin and established residence in Vostfield,
VWisconsin, It was at the convenlence of the
governnent that I began my duty at the Staff
Training Center in Dallas, Texzas, Normally employees
attend epecial training classes after two or three
nonths on duty. Since I orizinally reported to
Oxford, Wisconsin and established residence I could
have begun my service at Oxford, Wisconsin instead
of Dallas, Texas, I have also paid all of ny owm
expenses, both subsistance and transportation in
reporting to my first officizl duty station., Since
I have complied with this stipulation and was told
vhen I came to Oxford, Wieconsin on Jaunuary 23, 1974
that I would be requilred to report in Dallas, Texas
on February 4, 1974 before I started duty in Oxford,
Wisconsin; I believe that I should receive reimburscment
for my trip, * % %!

Egsentially it is Mr, Wooten's position that in having borne
the expense of reporting for his interview in Wisconsin he in effect
discharged the responsibility of placing himself at his first duty
station. The Bureau, being of a contrary view, places little
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importance on the fact that Mr. Vooten was administered the oath
of office just after his interview inasmuch as he was not told
to report for duty until commencemcnt of the training course on
February 4, 1974,

Mr. Wooten's arpument with respact to the effect of his haviag
been adninisteved the oath of cfflce just subeequent to his inter-
view was congidercd in 41 Conp. Gen. 371 (1961). There the employea
was swora in at Greenville, South Carolina, and gent to Waghington,
D.C., for a pericd of training and orientation prior to entrance
on duty at Jackson, Missigsippi, his first duty station, The
employee argued that the fact of his having been praviecusly swora
in ghifted to the Covernment the burden of expense of reporting
for duty. On pape 372 we replied to that contention as follows:

"The reason for the rule that an employsea
- whose compencation is fixed by law or wegulation
aust, uvpon appointmant to an of
in the service cf the United St
p>

lce oy position
tes, bLear the
t duty station

station where hils work rocuires him to be is one
of the burdens of qualifyiupg for employment, and
that to ghift such expcunce to the Unilted Stateos

112

would result in the paymeunt of additlonal compun~
sation not allowed by law # % %,V 22 Comp, Gen,
869, 871, The fact that you teok the oath of office
prior to your reporting to your first duty station
does not relieve you frou the obligation of reporting
to your first duty station at your owi expanse,
Furthermore, it ig well eztablished that the rule
'is not changed by tha fact that an employee is
required to coise to Washington, or to remain
teunporarily in Vashington after appointment here,

or o report to headquarters elsewhere, for special
instructions or training before proceeding to a
field station to perform the cduties for which he
wvas appointed. 9 Comp. Gen. 359; 10 id. 184;

11 id. 56; 20 id. 820.' 32 Comp. Gen, 537, 538.,"

The above decision, of course, does not involve the situation
of an employee aduinistered the oath of office at approximately the
location of his intended first duty station, We recognicze, as
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Mr., Wooten apparently claime, that if he had been ordered to
report for duty at Oxford rather than at his training assignment
in Dallzs he could possibly hsvi arranged his personal affairs
in a manner that would have permitted liim to remain there without
the necessity of returning to liouston teo relecate his family, If
he had done so, he would then have been entitled to transportation
expensges 1n connaction with his tralning sssignment and, given idts
proxinity to his fanlly homa 4in liouston, he could parhaps have
driven with his family in returning to Wisconsin, thus saving him
the expense of his own and much of his family's travel, However,
we knov of no obligation on the part of an agzney to .arrangz the
Interviews ond appointments of its employces in a nmamuer 5o as to
accounedate thelr particular woving situations. An acencey need
enly assipgn its employees in ceocordsnce with its particular needs.
In this particular case, it appears that the Zureau had no ccd
for Mr. Vooten to report to actual duty in Wisconsin until afte

his traininz, Accerdingly, his travel te ilouston is anQidcred
travel in connection with the Interview and he, like moat

prospective employezs; was yoquired to basr the exnensz of traveliug
to aad from the plaro of hig dnterview and of reporting to his fivaet
duty station., Thersfora, we fiwl no basia for reivbursing hin

those costs, The action of the Hureau in relabursing Hr. Yootes
only those additional travel expengas occasioned by his training
assignment 1s in accordouce with cur holding in B-168302,

Decewber 16, 1969, and 53 Comp. Gen. 313 ( :

Accordingly the reclaim voucheyr submitted for our consideration
may not be certified for payment, :
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